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THE CONVMPTROLLER GENERA L

DECISION ‘oM THE UWNITED BTATES
NABHINOGTON, O.C, REooan
FILE: B~-190360 DATE: October 21, 1977

MATTER OF: Multi-Mac Service Corporatiom

DIGEST: Since nothing in Small Buainess Act oxr procursment
regulation. wmandatea that any particular procurexent
be set asiue for small business and since GAQO will
nut review agency's detarmination not to make “8(a)"
award for given procurement, c.ntencion that particular
procurement ghould have been made under "8(a)" program
will not be conuidnrzd.

Hulti-Hhc Service cOrpnrltion {(Multi~Mac) prutests the award
of a. cuotodinlljanitoritl services contract at the Dufense General

- Supply Center, Richmond, Virginin, to another firm. Multi-Mac was

the incumbent pursuant.to "B(a)duuward but was informed that
saother firm was awarded a 90-daynpub11c exigency contract with
work thereunder beginning on October 11, 1977, Multi-Mac. contends
thst *he purpose of the "8(a)" program is 'to ensble minority con-
tractors to secure Goverument contracts without competition and
that it was willing tu contiaue negotiations to arrive ac another
"A(a)" award but the contracting officer failed to negotiste in

good faith.

Our decision in Tianlttt Protectiva Sarvicus Inc.. 56 Comp.
Gen. 115 (1976), 76-2 CPD 4672, sumuarizes our position concerning
protasts like Multi-Mac's--that a certain procurenent should be a
sazll business set-uside or an "8(a)" contract--as follows:
(1) nothi. g in the Small Business Act or procuremen: tegulations
makes ! : mandatory that there be a set-geide for small business as
to any particulsr procurement; and (2) an egency's deciaion not to
make an "8(a)" award for & given procurement will not he reviewed
by our Office.

Protest dismiased,.

Pnul G. De lins
General Counsel





